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should be cutting off relations with
Pakistan? I don’t think so. They say
there were concerns about what they
did, but now they work with us.

I believe we have about 500 to 700
naval ships that are docked in the UAE
on a regular basis. Our ability to fight
the war on terror is dependent in part
on the partnership we have with the
UAE. They support us in the war in Af-
ghanistan. We have a changed situa-
tion in the post-9/11 world. We have an
ally whose policy I don’t like when it
comes to boycotting Israel. That is
something that deeply troubles me,
and it should be a factor that we look
into. But the bottom line is you can’t
pick out all the negatives and not rec-
ognize in this post-9/11 world that we
have a country that has been an ally,
that does billions in trade with us. We
put the safety of our sailors in their
hands at their ports.

I think we have to look at the whole
picture and allow the review to go for-
ward with an understanding that noth-
ing is going to happen within 45-days—
no change of ownership and no increase
in security problems.

Let me briefly try to address the
overall issue of port security and con-
tainer security. Some of us have been
working on that before the issue be-
came the issue de jour, the issue of the
day. I have been to Hong Kong and
looked at the operation. I have been at
the Port of L.A. I have looked at the
radiation portals, the radiation portal
monitors that we have in various
places throughout this country.

The reality is that today there are 11
million cargo containers coming into
this country, and we actually closely
look at perhaps 1 in 20—5 percent. That
is what we look at. We have a system.
It is not a random system. It is a tar-
geted system. These are things that are
based on the manufacturer, where the
cargo came from, and a range of
things—who the shipper is and who the
receiving company is. We are looking
at 1in 20. We need to do better.

One of the things we should be
doing—and I had a chance to review
this when I was in Hong Kong. They
have part of their operation in which
they have put in place American tech-
nology. They are actually able to lit-
erally, almost like a moving CAT
scan—as the trucks come from main-
land China with the goods being sent to
the United States, they don’t stop.
They just keep coming in. They go
through two portals. You get a screen-
ing. You can see what is inside the ve-
hicle. At the same time, right at the
very end, there is a radiation portal
monitor which gives us an indication of
whether there is any nuclear material
in that cargo.

At the same time, the operators—the
folks who are watching this—have a
manifest of what is in it. If the mani-
fest says X-thousand DVDs and all of a
sudden you see a big, solid kind of cy-
lindrical object, you have a problem.
You stop it and do further inspection.
You take a look at it. They have an op-
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portunity to screen 100 percent of that.
That should be the standard we set.

I am introducing this morning a bill
that will require the Department of
Homeland Security to put in place a
system to screen each and every one of
the cargo containers that come into
this country. That is the kind of secu-
rity we need. In addition to that—and I
believe the UAE deal represents a con-
cern, even though security is being
done, certainly, at home by the Coast
Guard and Homeland Security, even
though the reality is that cargo secu-
rity starts at overseas ports, it is not
when it comes into our waters—we
have, I believe, 41 agreements called
the ‘‘Container Security Initiative.”
We have the Department of Homeland
Security sitting side by side in foreign
countries with personnel who run their
ports looking at every manifest that
comes in, making some judgments
about what is inspected and not in-
spected. At the same time, we have an
agreement with private security, CT-
PAT, Partnership Against Terrorism.
We work, then, on the private side to
have measures in place that will in-
crease the measure of safety and secu-
rity that we have regarding these con-
tainers coming in.

The bottom line is, I am concerned if
we have a foreign entity that is owning
or operating an American port, that
they would have access, then, to our
security procedures. That raises con-
cerns.

The other reality is that 80 percent of
the terminals in the United States are
foreign owned—either foreign compa-
nies, or in some cases—by the way, I
say to my colleague from California,
there are four port operations on the
west coast that are foreign owned by
foreign countries—three by Singapore
and one by China.

Do we feel any safer that China owns
a major American port operation? The
reality is there hasn’t been a problem,
by the way, until this deal. Now we
hear there is a crisis. Now we have to
hear we have to act today.

What is happening today is it is
about politics. That is what is hap-
pening today. We had an understanding
that we should have a 45-day review,
that we should have access to then par-
ticipate in that and look at the infor-
mation as it comes in. And we should
have a clear opportunity to make a
judgment about that 45-day review.

We have something else today. But
the bottom line, again, is that part of
the bill that I will introduce today will
require a separation of ownership, and
we can’t unravel 80 percent of the ter-
minals that are foreign owned, foreign
operations. Each of these operations
should have an American company,
folks who are operating these ports
who understand the security proce-
dures. They should be vetted. They
should be cleared. We should know who
they are.

If we can separate operations from
ownership, if we can make sure we
have in place a system whereby each
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and every piece of cargo in a container
that is coming into this country—the
11 million that come in by ship, and
then if we can reform the CFIUS proc-
ess so it is more transparent, so Con-
gress has a chance to review these
things before they happen, we will be
much better served. That is the way
this deliberative body should act rath-
er than playing with the politics, to de-
mand that we have to do something
today when, in fact, we have a process,
a review process. We should let it go
forward and not allow anything to
change until our will has been heard,
then do the things that we have to do
to check out each and every piece of
material coming into this country, re-
quire Homeland Security do that, and,
as I said before, separate the operation
of ports, where we have folks we can
vet, who we can check out, those who
own it.

By the way, we have, I believe, about
$100 billion of foreign investment in
this country. That is a good thing. It is
called jobs for Americans, economic se-
curity, mnational security. Let us
strengthen our national security when
it comes to cargo container security,
but let us not act on politics at the mo-
ment.

————
IRAN

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. President, I want
to move on to what I intended to talk
about today, and that is Iran.

I will not speak that long.

I think it is important to respond to
the outrageous comments made by the
Government of Iran this week and this
latest stunt by the despotic Iranian re-
gime that said: The United States may
have the power to cause harm and pain,
but it is also susceptible to harm and
pain. If the United States wishes to
choose that path, let the ball roll.

First, there is a method to this mad-
ness. There is a method to this, with
what this regime needs and is seeking
to do. It needs crisis. It needs to raise
the level of tension to justify its own
increased militarization in the harsh
security measures at home. That is
what it is intending to do.

On the other hand, we have to take
them at their threat, at their word. If
they are threatening the TUnited
States, take them at their word. Hitler
told us in ‘“Mien Kampf’ what he was
going to do. We did not listen, and
there was a terrible price to be paid.

The Iranian mullahs and the Presi-
dent are telling us they intend to de-
stroy Israel. They are very clear that
they are on a path to obtain nuclear
weapons. We know it. Let’s take them
at their word. Let’s say: Yes, this is
what you want to do, we know it, and
we will not let you do it.

When the President of Iran issued the
first threat about the destruction of
Israel, behind him was a huge banner,
with good graphics. It was a big hour-
glass. The hourglass ball is dropping.
That glass ball, which is very fragile, is
Israel, about to be destroyed. But if
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you look very closely on the floor, al-
ready destroyed is the USA. That is
their intention, what they intend to
do. We have to understand we take
them at their word, and we have to
make sure they do not have the oppor-
tunity to develop a nuclear weapon. It
is time for the international commu-
nity to act stronger than it has acted,
maybe call their bluff. Strong words
from the Iranians require a strong re-
sponse from the Security Council. Iran
has threatened the United States with
harm because we are looking to hold
them accountable for their actions or
to endorse their international commit-
ments.

In light of this situation, no sound-
minded diplomat can claim the purpose
of the Iranian program is benign or
that it can be trusted to uphold any
part of a compromise agreement. They
do not want agreement. We talk about
continuing the discussions with the
Russian plan they laid out. We have to
presume that the other side really
wants an end to the crisis, but there is
no rational basis to presume they want
an end to the crisis. They want the cri-
sis. They want to push it forward. They
want to engage in dialog as they con-
tinue their efforts to obtain nuclear
materials. So there is no incentive for
us to engage in the negotiation.

If you look at proposals—some unac-
ceptable, to flatout dangerous—all re-
quire enormous concessions to the Ira-
nians to get their buy-in. Again, we
have to say, does the other side want
an end to the crisis? Do they want to
do a deal? The answer is ‘“‘no.”

The Iranians already rejected a Rus-
sian proposal to jointly enrich uranium
on Russian soil. There has also been
talk of a deal where Iran will be al-
lowed to conduct small-scale research
enrichment in exchange for postponing
industrial-scale research. This is ludi-
crous to be talking about.

Our friends on the Security Council
must recognize compromise with Iran
is not an end to itself but only used
when it is seeking to reach an objec-
tive, to prevent them from producing
nuclear weapons. Any deal that allows
Iran to retain uranium does not serve
this objective.

This week, the TAEA must refer—and
I use the word ‘‘refer’—Iran to the Se-
curity Council with a strongly worded
IAEA resolution that will lead to ro-
bust Security Council action, not to
rest on what was a weak TAEA resolu-
tion passed last month which reported
Iran to the Council. Under the chart of
the U.N., the Security Council is grant-
ed jurisdiction over ‘‘threats to inter-
national peace and security.”” There is
no more evident, obvious threat to
international peace and security than
the attempt of Iran to obtain nuclear
materials and to develop a nuclear
weapon.

The Security Council action was ab-
solutely necessary in dealing with Iran.
I am aware that several of our partners
on the Council—namely, Russia and
China—have yet to come to understand
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the urgency of the crisis we face with
Iranian’s nuclear program. For this
reason, I support the administration’s
efforts to build a coalition of allies who
are willing to impose meaningful sanc-
tions on Iran, should certain members
of the Security Council fail to act re-
sponsibly by withholding support for
sanctions. Action needs to be taken im-
mediately. Sanctions need to be taken
immediately. The international com-
munity cannot be constrained from ac-
tion against imminent threat to peace
and security by a few self-interested
actors. We cannot be cowed and bowed
by the threats of the Iranians.

We must move forward. This is a
threat to peace and security of the en-
tire world. We have to act now.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey is recognized.

——
DUBAI

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
the focus today, as we look at reform-
ing lobbyist activities, is trying to
show that there is an honest face with-
in the Senate and within the Congress.
We must continue with those activi-
ties.

However, at the same time, we are
looking at a situation that worries
more than 70 percent of the American
people today. There is no doubt about
it, this deal is done. Today, Dubai
Ports World owns shipping terminals
throughout the United States and in
my home State of New Jersey.

Frankly, it is an outcome we are all
trying to prevent, and we need to do
whatever we can to reverse it. I am not
sure it is possible, despite the positive
words from colleagues across the room.
That is why I am a cosponsor of this
amendment.

I know the port area very well in my
State of New Jersey. It is called the
Port of New York and New Jersey. It is
the second busiest container port on
the east coast. Millions of tons of cargo
pass through it. It is strictly located to
be near markets. It is less than 2 miles
from the Newark Airport, one of the
busiest in the country, and stretches
almost to the shores of New York, 2
miles of land that the FBI says is the
most dangerous 2 miles of territory in
America for a terrorist attack.

The reason goes beyond the con-
fluence of all kinds of activities. It also
is an area where there is lots of chem-
ical manufacturing, chemical transpor-
tation, and warehousing of chemical
materials. And it is said that if an at-
tack were successful in that area, we
could be looking at millions of deaths.
And we want to transfer the operation
of that terminal container, the second
biggest in the harbor, to Dubai? People
are saying it is good business and
something that we have to do in the in-
terests of foreign trade and inter-
national economies.

The Dubai Ports deal has been mis-
handled by the administration from
the beginning. President Bush gave the
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deal a casual ‘‘thumbs up’”’ when it de-
served the highest scrutiny. As a mat-
ter of fact, it wasn’t even brought to
the attention of senior Cabinet offi-
cials. Or if it was brought to their at-
tention, they forgot it; they did not re-
member it.

Instead of a real investigation, the
administration issued a document
called a Statement of No Objection. We
have heard the President’s determina-
tion to have this go through, even sug-
gesting that he would veto it if there
were any attempt to block the trans-
action. It is a simple statement, the
Statement of No Objection, issued by
the Treasury Department that said: No
problem, go ahead and take over these
terminals in our country. Frankly, it
was an irresponsible move.

On September 11, longshoremen, peo-
ple employed on the docks at Port
Newark, could see the smoke rising
from the World Trade Center across the
river. Indeed, throughout New Jersey,
people looked to the sky in disbelief.
And now, the President is telling these
people, my constituents, not to worry?
That is not good enough.

The Bush administration has been
playing a shell game on this issue from
the very beginning. First, they said no
thorough investigation was necessary
and approved the deal. What they were
saying, basically, is ‘‘mission accom-
plished.” ‘“All done.” We have heard
that before, and we know the con-
sequences that came after that. There
was a public outcry.

Now the administration is supposedly
conducting a thorough investigation.
Frankly, it is a meaningless gesture.
The deal is done. The deal is closed. Its
final moments are today. So now the
Ports World Company from Dubai owns
those terminals. Before this new inves-
tigation even began, President Bush
announced he had made up his mind.
Last week he said: My position hasn’t
changed. That throws out the possi-
bility of a truly objective investiga-
tion.

This is not simply a 45-day investiga-
tion. It is a 45-day stall while the ad-
ministration hopes the American peo-
ple will forget about the problem and
they can go ahead with the business
they plan. But we will not forget what
happened on September 11 and we will
not forget how much energy, resources,
and prayers we devoted to keeping that
kind of an incident from ever hap-
pening again in America, an attack
that wounded us forever. We will not
forget how the administration tried to
rubberstamp this deal. Our constitu-
ents are alarmed. They should be.

I don’t think Dubai is a terrible place
or the people are awful people. But
they consort with people with whom
we do not agree. They have a terrible
record in Dubai of controlling their
own ports. Dubai was a key transfer
point for illegal shipments of nuclear
weapon components that were sent to
Iran, North Korea, and Libya. The rela-
tionship with Iran and Dubai is one
that is unholy. Iran’s stated purpose,
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